
Februarg 16, 1957 

Thank you for your thou&tful letter. 
It would be uurprLdn,g if any u~%yua, oonddsrationa could turn 

up in fur-r diaaurPeion of &‘keley, P but it helps to put thcr 
obvious onea in ‘better ftxus. %a we rstil3. rux&natfacs. 

140, 1 aa not going to mom to prove my ixaobllity. %at 1 arrant 
nae ths t I WBB @n begin&q to warpset that reputation, for the 
very good mason that Ws80on~in ia a very desirable pl#n to be. 
Of any altmwa%ives that case up hgpothetimlly, California aeemd 
to mat likely of any (if ang) to appear more attxao tive. 

The California positbAa are, thwkfullg, s tmight research-tsaehing 
chkiim with no fprplioatlon of ad&&3 tm tive taM8. f have no particular 
interest in a ‘chaimrwmhip’, with the poraib1e1 oxceptfon of #m z- 
ormisatiorarrl opportunitiss uhioh cim ecmbg to a head here at the MS- 
conain Ysdical Yuhool. And I hope f BBB not deluding ilqpsellt aa to the 
attmautiwnwe of that kind of a job tiither, although the ahoree would 
not bu such more thi;zn we already inrolmd in mmi~ig 8 laboratory. 

Your quest&on about pbewu6-ologg ie a poser. You can’t leave it out 
PI you 8ulaA to giv6 a oomplet6 auoount of &Agae.Butwhatcanyou trust 
of it? I qsslf could not mlp on arl$ of hfa data which have not been 
confirmed slaenh~re. On t&m other hami, tb Latsl)ec#miL foroe of hia 
theoretlcai aqpammt id9 not mmottrlg in f&e sam olaas as Kammemr. I 
suppcee you just hrrPa to sake up gour own eaina on the ieaue of reliabilitJr. 

Youra, 


